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an upper Chamber that would be a
steady anchor against the wild winds of
public passion and hasty action.

Senator BYRD’s magnificent address-
es on the history of the Senate chron-
icle the work of Senators—whether re-
nowned or obscure—who have toiled in
this body for causes larger than their
own advancement, both here in this
room and in the old Chamber where the
Senate did its work until 1859.

Senator BYRD’s personal heroes, such
as Richard Russell of Georgia, have
pursued duty rather than passing
glory, and in the process won for them-
selves a lasting remembrance in the
annals of representative democracy.

Because of my own southern back-
ground and because of Senator BYRD’s
comments over the years, things he has
noted about Senator Russell, I have
gone back and read some of the history
of this great Senator. It was inter-
esting to me to note that others indi-
cated he surely could have been the
majority leader. Clearly, he could have
assumed any role he wanted in the Sen-
ate. But he chose not to do that. He
chose instead to be chairman of the
Armed Services Committee, chairman
of the Appropriations Committee, to be
involved in everything that happened
in the Senate. He was truly a unique
Senator in many ways.

Today, we celebrate and stand in re-
spectful witness to the history that
ROBERT BYRD is making as the Senator
from West Virginia who, for 41 years
and 2 months, has pursued duty rather
than passing glory for causes larger
than his own advancement.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

———
SENATE PROCEDURE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, before the
majority leader leaves the floor, I
would like to direct a couple of com-
ments to him. I hope the majority lead-
er saw what happened last week. After
some work, we had a bill before the
Senate that was almost open. The edu-
cation savings bill allowed all amend-
ments dealing with taxation, amend-
ments dealing with education, and we
threw in a few other amendments as
part of the unanimous consent agree-
ment. I might add, I think what hap-
pened last week was exemplary as how
the Senate should operate.

There were no quorum calls, or if
there were some, they were momentary
in nature. When an amendment was of-
fered, it was debated; there were no dil-
atory tactics. Even though the minor-
ity did not like the bill that was before
the Senate, I think we proceeded,
showing our good faith that we can
work on legislation and move things
along. In fact, regarding the one
amendment we added, the Wellstone
amendment we had a time agreement
on it, and I think that amendment was
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the one of several amendments that
was agreed to. There may have been
only one other.

The point I am making to the major-
ity leader is I hope the majority would
allow more business to come before the
Senate in the same manner because I
think, while it wasn’t necessary to
show our good faith, the minority
showed we can move legislation and
move it quite rapidly. That bill had
scores of amendments, more Demo-
cratic amendments than Republican
amendments, but I repeat: We moved
that bill well, and I think we showed
how the Senate should really operate.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield, I noted late Thursday
night that I was very much impressed
and pleased with the way that legisla-
tion went through the Senate and that
we were able to get to conclusion. I
made a particular note of the fine work
the Senator from Nevada did, helping
keep Members focused on the issue at
hand, the issue before us, and also re-
ducing the number of amendments and
helping make it possible for us to com-
plete that bill on Thursday night.

I have to say the Senator, since he
has been elected as the whip, assistant
Democratic leader, has made a dif-
ference in our ability to complete im-
portant legislation. I think that was an
example of how we can proceed. That
was a good bill that had bipartisan sup-
port. I know a lot in the minority did
not like it but several in the minority
did vote for it because it wound up get-
ting 61 votes, which means even if it
got every Republican—and I didn’t
check to see if every one voted for it,
but probably at least a half dozen
Democrats also voted for it.

It is a good example of how we can
proceed. Amendments were agreed to
that were related to education, related
to tax policy on education, and a cou-
ple of amendments such as the
Wellstone amendment were not di-
rectly related, but Senators had some-
thing they wanted to offer. We were
given an opportunity to take a look at
the Wellstone amendment and basi-
cally said, sure, we can agree to that.
But it did not become just flypaper to
attach every amendment Senators
could come up with. We did not get off
into a lot of extraneous debate. Most of
the week was spent focused on edu-
cation and education tax policy, and
that is the way we would like it to pro-
ceed.

It seemed to me the week before last
that we were not going to be able to
proceed, and we were going to have to
go to cloture, which I always prefer not
to do. I prefer to go forward without
long debate and delay by amendments.
But if T am given the impression, or
told, in effect, we are going to offer all
kinds of extraneous amendments, I
have to look for some way to bring it
to conclusion and get a final vote. That
is why I filed cloture the end of the
week, the previous week.
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Then, on Monday morning, Senator
DASCHLE called and said he thought
that basically the parameters of the
unanimous consent request we had of-
fered were fair, but there were some
Senators who still thought they had
other issues they would like addressed.
But he thought maybe we could work
on it that morning—I believe it was
Monday morning; it may have been
Tuesday morning—but we could work
through it and get a fair agreement. As
a matter of fact, by noon that day we
had done so.

So I hope this will be the procedure
we can use in the future. We may have
the opportunity to see if we can do
that even this very week because I
have been urging and pushing Senators
to come to an agreement on how to
proceed on the Export Administration
Act. This is something we need to do.
This is something people who are in
the export business want to get clari-
fied. We have not had an export law on
the books since the one that was
passed in 1979. My goodness, in this
area of export of technology, for in-
stance, it changes weekly, let alone an-
nually. We clearly need to do this. I
think the concept of this bill is some-
thing the administration generally
supports. It came out of committee
unanimously.

There are some legitimate concerns
from members of the Armed Services
Committee, the Foreign Relations
Committee, the Government Affairs
Committee, and the Intelligence Com-
mittee about how do we deal with na-
tional security issues; how can we
carve out national security issues; how
can we make sure it is not a unilateral
decision made by the Commerce De-
partment; and how are the State De-
partment and Defense Department
going to be involved.

But a lot of work is being done on
that. I am hoping we can go forward on
that bill Tuesday or Wednesday of this
week and find a way to complete it.
But we will not be able to do it unless
we find cooperation on both sides of
the aisle, and I hope maybe the edu-
cation bill can be an example we can
follow. It may even be easier in this
case because I think there is actually
broader bipartisan support.

So I appreciate what Senator REID
had to say. I agree with it. I hope that
is the example we can use as we go for-
ward this year. We have a lot of work.
In spite of distractions, in spite of elec-
tions, we still have work to do for the
American people. It is important we
find a way to do that for the best inter-
ests of our country.

I thank Senator REID for his con-
tribution in that effort.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I say to the
leader, I think we should be given even
more leeway. I think we can get a lot
more done. I don’t think, on legisla-
tion, there would be the disaster that
the leader believes. But I think we
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have made some progress, and I look
forward to seeing if we can make more
progress. The export administration
bill, as the leader said, is a bill that
has wide bipartisan support, and we
should move forward on this, even
though we have some people concerned
about it. That is what the process is all
about. They should come down and
talk about their concerns, vote on it,
and move it on. If there were ever a
high-tech issue this congressional ses-
sion, it is this bill. So the high-tech in-
dustry can remain competitive and
keep that business we so value in the
United States, we have to pass this bill
or very quickly the business will be
going offshore.

I thank the leader very much, and I
look forward to continued progress on
legislation to help the country.

———

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

——————

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will be a pe-
riod for the transaction of morning
business until 5 p.m. Under the pre-
vious order, the time until 1 p.m. shall
be under the control of the Senator
from Illinois, Mr. DURBIN, or his des-
ignee. Under the previous order, time
will be under the control of the Sen-
ator from Wyoming, Mr. THOMAS, or
his designee, from 1 o’clock to 2
o’clock.

The Senator from Nevada.

—————

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR ROBERT C.
BYRD

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we are all
very proud of Senator BYRD. I have had
the good fortune over my career—in
the business part of it as an attorney
and as a government official—to work
with people who, for lack of a better
description, are very smart. I have to
say I have not seen anyone who has
more intellectual capacity than ROB-
ERT BYRD.

How many people do you know who
can recite poetry for 8 hours without
ever reciting the same poem twice? He
can do that.

How many people do you know have
actually studied and read the Encyclo-
pedia Britannica? Senator BYRD has.

How many people do you know have
used a congressional break to study the
dictionary and read every word in the
dictionary? Senator BYRD has done
that.

Those of us who serve with him in
the Senate, and especially those who
serve with him on the Appropriations
Committee, are every day amazed at
his brilliance. His congressional service
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has been brilliant. I look forward to his
reelection this year and his continued
service in the Senate. It has been a re-
markable pleasure for me to serve with
Senator BYRD.

———
CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM

Mr. REID. Mr. President, when I was
a little boy, I lived in the town of
Searchlight, NV. One of my brothers,
who is 10 years older than I, worked for
Standard Stations. He was assigned to
a place called Ashfork, AZ, which to
me could have been as far away as New
York City because I had never traveled
anyplace.

When I was a young boy of 11 years,
he allowed me to spend a week with
him in Ashfork, AZ. My brother had a
girlfriend. The thing I remember most
about my journey to Ashfork, AZ. The
girlfriend had a brother about my age,
or a year or so older. We would play
games. I never won a single game, not
because I should not have, but because
he kept changing the rules in the mid-
dle of the game. It does not matter
what the game was; as I started to win,
he would change the rules. So I re-
turned from Ashfork never having won
anything, even though I should have
won everything.

The reason I mention that today is
that is kind of what campaign finance
is all about in America. The rules keep
changing, not for the better, but for
the worse. They are complicated. They
are impossible to understand.

I was recently criticized because I did
not disclose the names of people who
gave to my leadership fund. Why didn’t
I? The reason I did not is that I did not
legally have to. The most important
reason, however, is that people who
gave to my fund said: Do you have to
disclose my name? And I said no, which
was true. That is the law; I did not
have to.

Over the last several weeks, there
have been a number of people writing
about the fact I have not disclosed who
gave me the money and how much it
was. I made a decision that even
though it was unnecessary legally for
me to do that, I would disclose those
names. I could not do that, however,
until I went back to the people whom I
told I would not make a disclosure and
got their permission to do so. I am
happy to report I was able to do that.
Everyone understood, and they said:
Go ahead, I would rather you did not do
it, but you have told me why you have
to do it; go ahead and do that.

That goes right to the heart of what
is wrong with the campaign finance
system in America today. There is no
end to what is politically correct, but
yet if a person follows the legal rules,
it still may not be politically correct.
It is a Catch-22. No matter what one
does in the system, it is wrong; people
of goodwill trying to do the right thing
are criticized.
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We have to do something. Everything
I have done with my Searchlight fund,
as it is called, is totally legal. I have
not done anything wrong. It has been
checked with lawyers and accountants.
In fact, when people came to me and
said, do you have to disclose my name?
I checked to make sure I was giving
them the right information when I said
no.

I thought it was important to follow
the law, and I have done that. It was
important for me to keep my word.
Where I grew up, there was not a
church and there was not a courthouse;
everything was done based on people’s
word. If you shook hands with someone
or you told them you were going to do
something, that was the way it had to
be, and that is the way I felt about dis-
closing these names.

It was very hard for me and some-
what embarrassing to go back to these
people, and say: May I have your per-
mission to disclose your name, even if
you did not want it done? Even though
they consented, it was not an easy
thing to do.

I have disclosed these names and the
money. The problem is the system is
simply broken. There are traps set up
all along the way for people who are
trying to comply with the law. If we
comply with the law, sometimes we
lose the confidence of the public, who
come to believe we are all in the grip of
wealthy special interests whose cash
carves out ordinary Americans from
the system.

Under our current system, money is
the largest single factor, some say, in
winning a Federal political election,
and a lot of times that is true. The di-
lemma we face is: Too little money,
and you may very well lose your polit-
ical position; too much money, and the
public thinks you are in someone’s
pocket, for lack of a better description.

I finished an election last year. The
State of Nevada at the time of that
election had a population of fewer than
2 million people. My opponent and I
spent the same amount in State party
money and funds from our campaigns.
We each spent over $10 million for a
total of $20 million in a State of less
than 2 million people. That does not
count all the money spent in that elec-
tion because there were independent
expenditures also. We do not know the
amount because there is no legal rea-
son they be disclosed, but I estimate
another $3 million at least.

In the State of Nevada, a State of
fewer than 2 million people, we had
spent $23 million. If that is not an ex-
ample of why we need campaign fi-
nance reform, there is not an example.
We need to do something now.

I have talked about the State of Ne-
vada, but there are other States in
which more money is spent. It is not
unusual or uncommon to hear about
races costing more money than the $20
million spent in the State of Nevada.
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